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of +hé culture as a whole). While each approach has advantages, the

" macro- ethnog;aphﬂc approach is better suited to non-Western cultures-
and American. Indian 'cultures in particular, because it can be used to
discover discrepancies between the educational goals of the community
and the\actualities of. the schools. Ethnographic evaluation methods
are essentially the same for each approach. In an iterative rather
than squentlal process, data are collected via interviews (using
descriptive, structural, and contrastive questions) and participant
obse*vatlpn (to determine the places, actors, and activities of the
program), and analyzed to determine its domains and taxonomy.
Ethnographic summative evaluation is advantageous because it
eliminates the evaluator's cultural values; it needs no cpnt;ol group
or culturally biased achievement testing; it needs no statistical
analysis; its reports are more useful; and it facilitates the study
of the cultural appropriateness of the program. (SB)
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: | a.VALUATING AMERICAN INDIAN PROGRAMS
O AN ETHNOGRAPHIC "APPROACH - 7O THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
oNJ . . -+ INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."
o ' : _
aJ David Churchman (Californja State University,_oominguez Hills)
ffi_' Susan Guyette KUniversity of California, Lbs Angeles)l |
The ethnograph1c metho4 is oart1cularl/ valuable for
exam1n1ng a program or process in cultural context, Act1vities
‘are considered in relation to sets of activities in a 'Culture
and accord1ng to the world view of the part1c1pants. Due to the
holistic nature of Indian cultures, cultural subsystems |
(economics, political structure, kinship, education, religion,
etc.)_cannot be,considered in isofatﬁon,.but rather as highly
interrelated..'The ethnographic¢ approach offers a framework for
" the study of Indian cultures :in a ho1istjc manner. Since the
cultural purpose of education is to ethlturate.tne ]earner to
become a productive member of the learner;s society, the~gpals
of the Indian, tommunity and the Ind{an~learner.are inextricably'
linked. It is ‘the purpose of th1s paper to present two models
for conduct1na the ethnograph1c summat1ve evaluat1on.,
One of the fundamental distinctions made by evaluators is
that between formative and summative evaluation (Scriven, 1967).
' The purpose of the former is improvement of educational
t"‘ programs} that of the'latter is certification,.validation ér
(o)) “overall judgement leading to decisions such as whether or not to
g ' adopt"' the program, The most common way of carrying out a
;q . summative evaluation is to compare it with another |
< .statistically, after measuring the extent to which each
J accomplishes previously specified objectives. _
S48 Evatuators have po1nted to a number of technical dffficulties
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUTATION
ottt el 2
o o e s o, i s PSS e
received from the person of -Organization position or plicy. -

originating it.




.,

with tne experimental approach to cqnducting summative
evaiuations. Random assignment freqpently is impossible in
school settinbs; Objectivesvof treatment and control programs
frequently are not comparable; consequently tests used to
coilect achievement data often favor one program. | The
comparison group provides no more than an arbitrary~ tandard.
Insqu1c1ent attention is given to’ ver1fy1ng the Q{:jnt to which
the program syllabus was adhered to, leav1ng amb1guous exactly
what nust be done to achieve the same effects again. Hato
effects,'Hawthorne effects and contamination of-the,experimental
program by the control program and vice-versa frequently
complicates interpretation of results. Finally, the reporting of
results statistical[y, uith'ntmbers usdally reported to two
decimalfpoints, gives many readers an exaggerated impression of
the accuracy and obJect1v1ty of -the method In a word, the

exper1mental approach is s1mp!1st1c 1n 1ts view of educat1on,

‘subtly biased by any difficutties encountered in.carrying out

the approach under real! world conditions and in effect an

elazborate appeal to authority.

More 1mportant pernaps than these technical difficulties,lthe

_aom1n1strators for whom these evaluat1ons are done often are

dissatisfied with the resu!ts. First, the experimental des1gn
requires pre-specification of what is to be measuredrand how,
with the problem defined before the data are collected. Results
vary from excellent if the problem {s defined correétfy to
inappropriate'if-the important questions are not addressed Most

important the approach is too narrowly conce1ved to answer the

wide range of quest1ons that must be taken 7nto-account in

judging a program. Second, experimental approaches seldom can be

‘carr1eo out without d1srupt1on of regular schedules and very

careful and often compl1cated administrative arrangements.

3



The question of relative costé seldom are addressed.
Adminispratﬁve'requirements in implementing and runﬁing the
program are not taken into acéant. Third, the Eelationship of
the new prograh to othef glements of the curriculum, both
'hOrizontahly and vertically, are not considered. The small
dffférenceSjin learning befween_programs_uhich evaluétors
typically discover seldom are sufficient»to demonstrate that one
program ié better than the_other. Finélly, in viewvof the
relétive unimportance of the quéstions énswered compared with
those left unanswered, the high cost of cénddbting such
evaluat{oné seems uhuarfanted tovadministrators.-
Difficuliies_such as these with experimental and quasi-
experiméntal_megﬂods for conducting evaiuations are_aﬁong the
reasons many havg argued that bﬁoader, richer methods must be
used instead. Among'phe many that have been suggested is
_ethhogréphy, which uses,a.uide range of.both guantitative and
qualitative methods. 1In this paper, we will_limﬁt our attention .
to qualitative onés because we wish to emphasize the. contrast
between ethnography and exper%héntal methods. There are,
however, some fundamental differences betweeﬁ éthnbéféphy and
evaluation that'should be understood before aitempting to adapt.

the methods of the former to the purposes of the latter.

Differences Between Ethnography and Evaluation

The most ﬁmﬁortant of;these differences is in determining the
-problem that ié addreésed by the researcher. EthnograﬁherS‘are
interested in culturé,_uhich cﬁangés slowly,; evaluators éddress.
policy questions ‘that t;pically_require answers without delay;v
Ethnoéraphers, under little or no time pressUfe,;tybically allow

the issues to be studied to emerge over relatively long periods




of tﬁme, Evaluators-not only wbrk to specific shorf-term
deadlines, but must address questions raised by someone else.
Thus, ethnographers expect to learn fhe nuances ahd meanings of
a cultural:sx§tem after years spént gaining rappd}t with people
in the culture being studied. Evaluatoré get in, get the best
information they can and get out quickly. Ethnographers are
process-oriented, while evaluators concentrate on outcomes.

R4 : - \ o .
/’ One consequence of these differences is that ethnocraphers

kY

u\

often feel that their sc1wnce 1s being prost1tuted by evaluators
1who are us1ng their techo1ques in new ways for new purposes.
But, man ha{ a long.h1story of mod1fy1ng.ex1st1ng tools to
achieve new purhoses. Adapting ethnogrgphic methods to
evaluation studies requires selection of fﬁe-relevaht elements
of traditional ethnbgraphic methods and ignoring‘others not
relévant to evéiﬁation.tasks. The pléfhora of names such 65f
"survey ethnography" and “cohtra;t Ethhography" may represent
recognition that adaptation rafher:thah adoption is.taking: :
-place. i |
In this view, the fundamental question is whether the
tféditional methods of ethnographic data collection and'analysis
.can#be'adapted to conducting a8 summative evaluation that bettér'
meets the néeds of 5 program administrator than does the more
common -experimental hethod. Tradftiénally, ethnographers make
inferences from what people say, what people do and what people
= use. Thev rely on two basic tdols; jnterview and observation.
“he former divfers fﬁom:the interview used by most social
: scientjéts priharily in_its-ayoidance ofbsocial sciencé
terminology in favor of an effort to collect and class{fy
information in nétive terhs. The latter d1ffers from the

_observat1on conducted by. most soc1al scientists primarily in its

' " | . o | - | N 5
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high'dggrée of participation ¥n the activities oY those being
observed. Théy'thus are distinguishéd byithe terms

"efhnographﬁc interview”™ and "participant'obServation"..

'séhooL considered as a closed system. One common accomplishment

Two Approaches to Ethnographic Summative Evaﬁuatjon

The micro- ethnographic evaluation limits the scope of the

study. to thefschool. Supporters of -this approach (Wilson 1977)

-view the schoo!l as a subculture, utilizing ethnographib methods

to énalyzé and inferpret activities according to the
ﬁarticipant‘s reaiity. The resulting brpdu;t'df this evaluation
is generally an ethnography describing the program activities,
who jﬁteracted with whom, and the participants’ igterpretations.
The product may address the question, ”D{d the program
accomplish its goals?" by discovering the goals within the
of the school ethnography is the possible discover} of

discrepancies between the ideal or étated behéﬁior and the real,

or actuél‘behavior'és reflected in activities. Through

ethnographic interviéw within the school, it is possiple to ask
participants if'acfivities in .the schocl afe connected to

elements of the culturekas a-whole. This data is limited,

however, to the percepticn of a small number of pérticipants.

fn coﬁtrasf, the macrorapproach to ethnographic evaluation
éonsiders school inferactibn as'interrelated with other cultural
subsystems (Wolcott f975;'éverhart 1975). in other words, the
school is not viewed as a tlosed-system,-but rather as, a part of
the culture as a whole. This approach takes into account thé

process of enculturation, whereby the transmission of tFat‘
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cultural knowlédge.éhared by fhe_community occurs as part of the
curriculum.- There are three major steps to conducting the macro

analysis. First, a study is conducted to determine how each of

"the cultural 'subsystems work in the community. This involves

observing, participating,'and interviewing to identify.
. \

activities. The cultural meaning of activities is identified

‘according to the methodology described below, and domains of

interaction are identified for the cultufe. Second, a domain
analysis is conducted with data obta{neu from activities within
the school. And thirdly, 'the final analysis compares the
domains andAworld view of the culture-at~large with the
transmission of knoﬁledge in the school. Similarities and
différences are then identified‘throqgh this comparison. When
disjunctions exist, thé more common éonseduence is community
opinion that the school dogs not reflect the social procésses'of

the culture.

_Advantages of the micro~approach over the macro-approach -

include lowered costs, reduced time, and narrowly defined

boundaries. Disadvantages of the micro-approach are that the

‘study is more likely to be biased by the goals set by the

educators and the scope of the study is limited. " The major, and

extremely important, advantage of the macro-approach is the

discovery of discrepancies between the educational goals of the

community and the actual activities within the school. For this

reason, the macro-approach is more suitabie to non-Western and

American Indian Cultures in particular.‘ Where time and funds

may .pose constraints upon the macro-approach, existing
ethndgraphies can suppfement.ethhographic fieldwork in the
culture-atFIarée. Additional valuable resources for the study

of American Indian cultures are iinguistic and ethno-linguistic

7



studies that describe meta~linguistic categoriesh language

structure, and world view.

There is an important advantage of the macro-approach qvér
the micro-approach that should be considered. With the micro-
»approach, if the school is studied as a subculture, then
connections fo the culture-at-lérge arevminimala In the macro-
approach, when the culture is'examined first, followed by an
analysis of the éctdvities in the school, two types of
information are discovered. It is possible to see if there are-
no connections between activities in the culture anp'the
activities in the schools, as well as if thé.actiVities;jn the
schools do not connect to the culture. Thfs.information gives a
basis for determining if items need to be aaded to the
curriculum to reflect needed cultural learning, or{ifgthere are
items in the curriculum that need to be deleted.b The pﬁ"pqsés
of the evaluation, advantages, and disadvantages of each
approach should be weighed in deciding upon the more appropriate

ethnographic evaluation.

The following methods for ethnographic evaluation apply to
either the miéro- or the macro- apprpach. For the macro-
approach, the domain analysis would be first conducted in the
culture-at-large and then within the school; whéreas, the domain
analysis would be conducted only within the school for the
micro—approach. The‘steps for‘analysis aré basically the same,

with more comparison utilized in the macro—approach.

Methods for the Ethnographic Summative Evaluation
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A summative evaluation that will meet the information needs
of an educational administrator will provide answers to

evaluation questions1 such as :

* What work is done in the'program being evaluated--that %s, how

do students and teachers actually spend their time?

* How is "individualized instruction" experienced by students?

(versus how well does individualized instruction work?)

* How do the various types of work done in the program relate to

one another?

* What are the major stages through which the program mbves, and

what work is done within each stage?

* How is achievement measured o identified and what status or

rewards does it pfovide?
* ‘How is the program administered or controlled?

* How do the activities in the program relate to the cultural

activities in the community?

As the questions asked during any evaluation will depend on
the acecisions that have to be made, this list is illustrative,

suggestive and incomplete. The task of the evaluator is %o help

"define the necessary questions, then to collect the necessary

information and to analyze it - The actual decisions are
necessarily the task of the administrator. This is consistent
with definitions that view the evaluator as a collector,
analyzer and interpreter of‘information, and recognize that the
authority for decisions must remain with tHe administrator who

is- responsible for the program (e.g. Alkin,‘1969).' . \

 Thus, an ethnographic summative evaluation will be baJed on
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“data colleqﬁed7thfough ethnographic interviews and by

"participant observation. It will consist of interpretations of

interrelatidnships among program activities and will ‘be based on
fhe language of teachefs and students rather tHan that of social
scientists. The interpretations probably wiil emphgsiée
description of program progress énd structure- rather than how
much. course content has been absorbed by studenté or what their

attitudes care toward the subject;"

Methodologically, ethnographic summative evaluation involves

ethnographic interviews and participant observation to reach

"interpretation of structure. The relationship between

interviews and analysis is iterative rather than sequential
(another,chaﬁécteristic that distinguishes the method from much

social science research), and is based on three major types of

_interview question, .types of observation, and three types of.

analysis.,  Unlike the experimental approach, it does not Fequire

a control group.

Interview Questions 5

The distﬁnguishing characteristic of ethnographic interviews
is-the"efforf to discover questions that should be asked and the
phrasing which they should be used. There are two main ways to
discover the initial questions to-ask. The first is to listen
to and record the questions people who are part of the program

or society ask of one another about the activities. The ;econd“

.i1s to inquire dircctly of some participants as to the types of

questions they ask one another.

The first of three major types of interview| questions are

10



descriptive. These should be garefu%f; phrased to avoid B
‘reflecting the evaluator's view of the program. ”6ould-you
descrloe a. typical day Yor hour, class period, etc)”§ or "Could
you descr1be what happened yesterday (last hour,'last‘per1od
etc )" both perm1t 1nformants to use thear own language and
'the1r own cate@or1es,\vgoth are L3 kely to g1vF the evaluator a
general p1cturo of the program from the resp0ndents' ‘
-perspect1ves and to 1ntroduce the vocabularyﬁthey use among
-themselves. Both can lead‘to more detailed questions ab0ut
anything descr1bed,'and perm1t the evaluator very qu1ckly to
begin ask1ng questions us1ng the respondent s language. As some
respondents use different language uhen»talking.to outsiders,

Cit s a wWise precautlon to suggest that each one answer

questions as if the'evaluator were.some speoific persondin the
hculture,)perhaps a new student or a substitute‘teacher. " This b
not only wﬁll/help the respondent to‘aVoid using antificial |
language but also may provide clues to the'soiyal structure

“.

deJeloping in the progranm.

The second of three,mejor types of interview questions.are
.structural.  The major purposesJof structural quest1ons is to
identify the full range»oT program terms and their
interrelationships. Structural questions often must_inchude an -~
explanation or a context so that respondents fullyuunderstand |
what is desired} ?urther they must be repeated to elicit all
possible<terms. }o identify the full range o;‘}erms, quest1ons.
such’ as ”Are there d1fferent kinds of (term learnedgfrom the
descriptive quest1ons)? are raised. To.determine relationshﬁps

among terms, a variety‘of strategies ‘are available. A standard

form would ask "Is a kind of ‘ ) (aaain,

using terms learned earlier)?" or "Would a teacher (student,

.
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aide,'eté.) Call a a kind of * (§till.using“
terps learned earlier)?"™ A good way to get at whether things are
Or are not related’is-to'Writeﬁeach term that has been learned

On 3 sgparate 3"x5"'€ard'and\t6;a5k resbondents to make as many
"Sepapate D{lés pf ;ards as they wish based on terms that have

Sop th;ng in common with one another, then to ask ‘what the cards .
n gach pile have in rommon. Th1s proces: can be repeated to

_ learn the full range of Ways 1n which respondents cPass1fy the

4 o

séme t9rm5. . -Q

3 ) ~

. ~
"The th1rd major type of 1nterv1ew question seeks odt contrast

.'"ather than S1m1lar1t1es. Again, care must be taken not to

1mpose the eNWluator's classification schemes on the

?."ESpondents i Therefore the process may be begun by asking
PESpondents *o 1dent1fy any d1fferences between terms w1thout

the evaluator knowlng whether or not there are any. If the
”Umber_qf‘té*?s is large, it may be wise .to present the

‘Pespdndent Hith three terms at a time, aﬁ% ask which one is the
Most d1fferent from the other: two and-on what bas1s. This“is
effect1ve because the respondent \as to - seleét the organ1z1ng'
Dl‘1nc1ple. An extens1on of this 1s to have the informant sort _
the ent1re p1le of cards into two or more piles in terms of
S1m1|ar1t'les, and then to have the informant exp[a1n the
"atjgnale for the sorting. “Finally; to confirh the distinctipns
uhe1ng made, '1nfonmants can be asked to sormt the cards into two
Riles based on. a single specific drstwncti%n that .has-been

.d‘isco\lel‘ed.l ) . w

<

L

. s : T o .
RParticipant Observation ' A
: Y '
what‘people say they do and what they actually do often'are
T, | - . T g, - o



Gguite Cifferent;'even if this is not the case, people may not

~tell an evaluator everything they do, either intentionally or

s1mply because they do not think much of what they do uould be.
of any interest. Participant observation is ne;essary to

complete the recors.

-

zTvery social situation can be identified by three primary

elements: a place, the actors and the actijvities. In cohducting.

narticipant observation, the evaluator will setect a place;
getermine who the actors are, watch and become involved with
them to some degree; and determine what their activities are.

The evaluator will find that one "place" (e.g. the classroom)

:consists of several distinct settings (e.g. a science table, a

corner .reserved for use of tape recorders,,sthdent dnsés and the
teacher’s supply closet). Sone act1v1t1es may seem 1ndependent
of a sbecific place (e.g. read1ng in the reference corner, at a
student's desk, or in the library). Some activities may seem
independent of specific groups (e.g. all studente might use tne
taee recorder at one: time or another). fSome'activigies require
combinations of the three. - That is, a certain groue of peopleS

in a-certain place may be toaether often although the1r

'act1v1t1es often change, or a certain act1v1ty may, always take

place in a certain place recardless of the group involved.
finally, while the actors in an educational setting usually (but
not always) will jnclude students and a teacher, there may be
aGditional actors (e.g. aides, parents, supervisors,

specialists) all or some of the time. '

The f1rst task is to determine the "place" or "places" in

which-. the program being evaluated occurs, u1th the aid of the

program staff. This may seem obvious at first, but many’ ~.

activities of many‘educational programs extend far beyond the

13
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‘classrodm. Perhaps the most obvious example is the library.
Programs that require homework of students suggest anbther

area == and one more difficult if not impossible to observe.
Studénts may not only work alone .but -also may work in groups,
and they may discuss théﬁprogram being evaluated at any time.
Some programs may ocﬁur in several settings. For exaﬁplé,
locker room, showers, playing at fields, regular classroonms, at
“"home'" and "away" and the coach's office all may be places in
uHicH basketball programs occur{ Observations will have to be
made in as many places in'uhich,the program occurs as possible. .
Practical limitations include both ascess to the place "and the

total amount of time available to conduct the evaluation.

- - The second task is to.determine the level_of participation
the observer will have.in the sixuatﬁbh.. The edudatiohal
'evaluatoF-must cansider'ﬁgi to become invd]ved and to what
extght. .The possibiljties_vary.from unobtrusive observation
“(observation without knowledge of,partidipanté)-through ' o
ndhbarticipation (o§§gqvation with knowledge .of participants but
githout gﬂliparticipatfon in activities) thr0ugh'complete

involvement (selecting a specific role and doing everything that

role requires). Roles tnat might be selected for complete
involvement. vary from teacher and aide to studéht. Obvfously, a
major factor in making the selection will be the similarity pf

the evaluator in age, sex, -ethnicity and other rglgxgggﬁ;wﬂ_wfww~w~f’“

demograpthHEharactenist+05“fd“fHEmFE§Llar program participants.

Other factors, such as physical condition in the case of

eVajuation of the basketball program, may be ‘relevant in

particular situations.

The third task is to determine how observations will be

recorded. . The requirements are to be as concrete and complete
O . . .14
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' as possible, and to use “the terminology of the part1c1pants
»rather than those of the social scientists as much as possible.
Ab1l1ty to ach1eve thesn requ1rements depends largely on the
length of the observat1 7 sess1on( previous experience with the
vspecific tYpe of program being evaluated and previous experience
as a par;icipant observer as these factors largely determine the
iikelihood of noticing ahd remembering observations.until they
can be recorded. Therefore, the less the experience of the
evaluator with fieldwork, the less the experience with thé
particular type of program being evaluated, and the length of

t1me after observat1ons take place before they can be recorded

the less involved the evaluator should become in the progranm.

The fourth.task is to decide what to observe each time.
.There are at least nine choices: sbecific space, actors,
activities, objects, acts, events, time, g;als or feelings. The
téndehcy is for initial observafions to: be very‘general, but the
evalu;for increasingly should define'spetific purposes from
among these nine as knowledg: of the program grows; Another
possfbility is to concentrate on intéractions among_the‘nine,f
»afthough simUltanéoué dbservatior‘of morebthan two. becomes
unuieldy; Figure 1 prov1des a complete set of quest1ons to

guide observat1on of two uay interactions among the n1ne.M4ﬂWW“_M¢ --------
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Data Collection

Collection of data for ethnographic evaluations depends on
interviews and participant observation. These methods are
neither independent nor sequential.. Rather, they should enrich
one another in two important uays.. First, the evaluator will
ask better questions during intervieus'for having conducted
observations, and wiil be more alert and understanding during
observations for having conducted interviews. Second; neither

method alone provides complete understanding of what actually

occurs- in a program, who is involved in a program, or what takes.

place and‘uhat activities mean to participants in a program, It
_is not particularly‘important'uhich is done first because both
methods will be used often,'but both‘intervieus and observations
must take place to- conduct a complete evaluation. Both must
adhere as closely as. possible to the goal of description of the
program in participant rather than social science terminology if
the evaluation is to make any claim to being ethnographic inii%s

methodology.

e e e T T

_ Analysis of Interviews & Observations

¥

’he descriptive data coJlected by interVieus and obsew:;cion

must be analyzed to determine the underlying meaning the
.educational settings have for the participants. Jhe first task
is to identify the act1v1ties contained in the data. That is,
-what constitutes-separate actiVities in the minds of the
barticioants involved must be distinguished from one another.
;The second?task is to discover the relationships H1th1n the

activities. That is,-for.each activity, 5uch questions as the

the uay:peopfe transmit or learn their culture through the

-
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activity must be distinguished.

Any .activity thet includes.at least two or more o;her
activities is termed e'domain, and it is known by.some cover:
term. There always is a single semantic relationship between
the cover term and. the included activities, and there is a
bougdary tﬁet distinguszeS‘the cover term and its included
activities from other cever terme and their dincluded activities.
The~first analytical task fo the evaluator is to_igentify all
the domains that comprise the program.* This requires five
steps. The first Step is to select a 'sample of verbatim notes
from an interyiew. -The second etep is to look_for the nahes of
thﬁngs mentioned by the informant.- The third step is te
determine whfch.of these names might EOver terms =--- that is,
termefthat describe two or more things'(because the*evaiuatof
often will be unsure, this praocess generates addﬁtional.
intepviey questions). “The fgurth sfep is to read thrdugh

Edoitionel interviews to test the hYpothesized domains. The -__;

fifth steg is to determlne_xhe~semant1c relat1onsh1ps among the

terms. Spradley (1979) has suggested nine categor1es into whqch.
‘most semantic relat1onsh1ps w1ll'fall and, wh1ch are useful in

beg1nn1ng such an ana!ys1s ( See F1gure 2)
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Figure 2 Semantic Relationships for the Analysis of Domains

5 l. Strict inclusion X.is a kind of Y :
.2. Spatial X is a place in Y, X 9s a part of Y
3. Cause-effect X is a result of Y, X is a cause of Y
4, Rationale X is .a reason for.doing Y
5. Location for action X is a place. for doing Y
6. Function X is used for Y
7. Means-end X is a way to do Y
8. Seqgquence X is a step (staga) in Y
9 X

Attribution

is an attributs {(characteristic) of Y

(Spradliey 1979:111)

The demain analysis is complzted by salécting a'singfe
semantic relationship (begirning with those in Figure 2), end
searching a sample of informant statements for possible cover
and included terms linked by the selected semantic re[ationship.
The prbcess.is repeated until the data has been.fully ut{hizedi_
These relationships should assist the evaluator to develob
structural questions for_eech domain (see above). "These léad in.
turn to a taaxonomic analysis, which shifts the emphesi§~from |

L

meiely 1dent1ty1ng~1he doma1ns ‘to understand1ng the1r 1nternal

o structure. The first of the four steps in completing a
_taxonomic analys1s is selection of a s1ngle doma1n for analys1s.
-The second step is to .identify the semantic relat1onsh1p that
organizes the included terms intpVSUEEetel'“‘The_third sféslis
'to search for eessibJe subsets ambng the included terms; .The
'tburth step is to search for larger, more 1nclus1ve doma1ns that
might include as a subset the one w1th wh1ch you began.e

Finafly, ‘the fifth step is to qorre{a;e the program domainsﬁwithi
domains of %nterection in the’ prograh cultdte. Reeetitionbot' i
= this tive step process eventually’wiii exhaust‘all the domains ~

that nave oeen d1scovered and perm1t construct1on of a tentative

'taxonomy. "This can be portrayed.,onven1ently either in an

outline, a path diagrad or a box diagram depending on perfona!
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preference and-the eventualtaudienoe for the report.

A : :
It should now be"apparent that the types of interview

guestions suggested above (descriptive, structural and contrast)

are not arbitrary, but are required by the types of analysis
concucted (domain, taxonomic), and that the relationship among
all the'parts is iterative rather than sequential. The analysis

often provides information necessary to make. the questions

specific and appr0pr1ate, while the 1nterv1eus#prov1de the————"

1nTormat1on necessary to understand the program as it is viewed.

«

by part1c1pants.

» Sudmarz
* An ethnographic summative evaluation adapts_the data.

collection and.anafytical methods of the ethnographer to the

purpose of gecision=-making. "The two most important of these

adaptations are advance specification of the questions to be

addressed and specific, usually eminent,. deadlines that preclude

the developmeot of rapport u5ually desired by ethnoﬂraphers.

Such ‘@ summative evaluat1on rema1ns fa1thful to the trad1t1ons

of ethnography 1n attempt1ng to understand educat1onal programs

from the v1evpo1nt of the part1c1pants. Thus, one-advantage of
tak1ng tne ethnograph1c approach is in el1m1nat1na the cultural
baggage, or the values that the evaluator carries with him into
the cultural setting.: These values can 1ntroduce bias into the
formulation of the ewaldation,questﬁons_or into_the final

recommendations. fThe approach presented~is therefore

,particularly appropriate in explajining programs for minorities

within ‘any culture.



The ethnographic approach has the second adyantagé-of not
r?qufring a control groub; .Judgements can be reached without
having to set up or explain to parents why childreh éne
receivjng different progfams, or in situatiohsfwhgre the total
number of students does not permit such division. vathe purely
quélifative me thods we.have suggested are the oﬁly ones used,

the judgement must be made without the achievement data

characteristic of most evaluations. ~“This may be. a weakness.

First, previdus work suggests that one can estimate program
effects jﬁst'as uell'from‘time on task as from tests. Second,
testing poses special problems of cultural ‘bias particularly for
Indian studgnts.' Third, the statistically significant:results
reported from chtroF-gr0up evaluations bftennseeh-too small.to
be educationally significant, so have little impact on the
oyerall.judgement made aboﬁt a program. Given the §maTl number
of programs present in host American Indian cdﬁmunities) the
possibility of even obtain{ng a cohparable cbntroi”grouplis

unlikely.

\

E _ A third édvanpagé‘of'the‘qua[ixafive éthnogfaphic appréach we
have suggested is that it does not require the often esoteric
stat;stiéél methods.. .The resﬁlt is an évalﬁétion'report that-
the administrator who seldom hnderstands the;e‘methods does HOt
have to take on faith. " Thus, the reports themselyes are more

uéeful to the'peoplé for-whom they are intended. -

B

A fourth advahtage of the ethnographic approach is that the =

/\activities and views of the cultu;e-atffarge-are_l{nked to the
aétivjties UTthjn the school. "This enéélés the discbverﬁés of
linﬁages and disjunpfidns in thé eduéational process, providing’
direction for rgvisgon'bf'ﬁurriculum content. The cultural

'appropriéteness‘of tﬁe'edqcational pfogramjis aséessed through

-
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use of the macro-ethnographic evaluation.

It appears then that ethnographic methods may be useful for
the task'of conducting summative evaluations. They are
- narticularly suitable when a comprehehsive understaﬁding of tha
program ano .its relationship to society is thebmost‘important
Tactor in 5udgjng program quality, as opposed tohsﬁchwotheramwu-u—«v
"~ bases as cost or coénitive achievement. But, the decision- |
makieg purpose of evaluatiVe,research requires adaptation rather

H

H'than acdoption of traditional ethnographic methods.

NOTES

1"Evaluétion questions"” define the purpose of the study;.
"interview questions” are asked of part1c1pants selected from
ehe program being evaluated
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